The article provides a glimpse into the antecedents of the modern study of religion and religions by outlining the extent and variety of the different attitudes to other religions that are to be found in works published in Britain around the last decade of the seventeenth century. After noting the character of the contemporary debate about reason, religious belief and revelation that provides the background to many of the references to other religions and that significantly moulds their content, the article considers, in turn, the style and range of references to other religions, views on so-called "natural religion" and on the universality of religious belief, and the ways in which Judaism and Islam were treated. The article closes with some remarks on what this material suggests about the motive, source materials and method involved in the study of religion.
Although there are excellent reasons why Enc Sharpe's standard study of the subject, Comparative Religion : A History (1975), classes matenals produced before the middle of the nineteenth century as belonging to "the antecedents" of what is now regarded as the modem histoncal, critical and comparative study of religion, those interested m the history of the subject should not overlook the considerable amount of matenal that was produced m earlier years.1 It is important, however, to see this matenal in its context, for while some of it was produced to satisfy cunosity about what was believed and practised elsewhere, much of it emerged as part of current debates about the reasonableness of belief. Among the issues debated were claims about the status and content of natural religion, the supenonty and finality of the Chnstian faith, the validity of a particular understanding of Chnstian belief, the justification of claims to revealed truth about the divine, and the identification of corruptions and abuses m prevailing forms of Christianity ' For more on these matenals in relation to Bntish thought, see such works as Hamson (1990) , Marshall (1970) , Almond (1988; 1989) , and Pailin (1984) .
While, however, alleged knowledge of other faiths was thus often "used" as part of intra-Chnstian disputes, it is interesting both to note that m earlier centunes theological controversialists were prepared to regard references to other faiths as a significant (even if not a large) part of their apologetic task, and to discover what they claimed to know about these other faiths.
In this article I want bnefly to indicate the kind of matenal that appears m British thought m the reign of William and Mary -that is, from the socalled "Glonous Revolution" of 1688 to the death of William m 1702. The justification of these geographical and temporal limits is that they allow a glimpse of how comparative religion was actually understood and practised m the context of a particular society at a particular penod some time before most studies of comparative religion begm. What I offer, however, is only a glimpse of a representative selection of the matenals: an exhaustive study of the matenals within the limitations of this reign would be much more extensive than is appropnate to a smgle article.
What, then, was the state of comparative religion around three hundred years ago m Britain ?
The debate about faith and reason
However one judges its political and social significance,2 the "Glonous Revolution" occurred towards the beginning of a great age of debate about faith and reason m British thought. The basic pnnciple of this debate -that reason rather than scnptural authonty or doctnnal tradition or ecclesiastical magistenum should determine what is to be believed -had been canvassed by vanous authors m the previous two generations. Herbert of Cherbury, for example, had attempted m his De Veritate (1624; 3rd edition 1645) to identify through the study of reason the "common notions" of religion that, once they have been apprehended, are recogmzed by all nght-thmkmg people to be true. They provide the touchstone by which authentic faith and practice is to be distinguished from the corruptions introduced into religion by pnestcraft and the errors of mlsunderstood tradition. Later, m the posthumously published De Religione Gentilium (1663; English trans. 1705), Herbert followed up his pioneenng metaphysical study by seekmg to show that his thesis may be seen to be consistent with the evidence of comparative religion. In this latter work he maintains that, m spite of what may appear to be the case, the 2It is mterestmg that the United Kingdom government, under Margaret Thatcher as Pnme Mimster, did not orgamze any major celebration of the events of 1688. One wonders whether this was due to a desire not to upset Insh republicans (and their transatlantic backers) or to an unwillingness to remind the country that would-be dictators can be deposed! religions of humankind show that the five common notions of religion have been entertained by people m every part of the world.
In the decades before the "Revolution" vanous others put forward the principle underlymg Herbert of Cherbury's response to the conflicts, fanaticism and scepticism that resulted from the post-Reformation disputes over the authentic character of Chnstian belief. In different ways they assert that reason must be the ground of correct understanding in religion. The Cambndge Platonists, for example, describe reason as "the candle of the Lord within us" They mamtam that a punfied reason gives people a true perception of the divine and allows them to judge the claims of revelation. In the same penod Edward Stillingfleet (who was to become Bishop of Worcester m 1689) asserts in his Second Discourse In Vindication of the Protestant Grounds of Faith that "faith" is "a rational act" whose assent "can be no stronger" than the "reasonable grounds" upon which it is based (Stillingfleet 1673: 377, 395 Edwards 1693: 193-197; see 193-204 Religionts Veterum Persarum eorumque Magorum. This study of ancient and contemporary Zoroastnamsm, which is based on Hyde's knowledge of onental texts and a fnend's enquiries in Persia, mdicates the reasons for certain practices which might seem offensive to his readers (for mstance, he reports that Zoroastnans do not bury corpses out of a desire not to pollute the earth) and seeks to correct several misrepresentations of that faith (such as that the Zoroastnans worship the sun and fire). It also includes a life of Zoroaster, who is placed by Hyde m the time of Danus Hystaspes and is claimed not only to have been a servant of the prophet Ezra and to have gamed his knowledge of God from Jewish sources but also to have foretold the commg of Chnst.
The underlying reasons why attempts were made by wnters like John Edwards and Hyde to show that other fauths had denved their beliefs either from the bible itself or from events recorded therem are that temporal pnmacy was regarded as a mark of supenonty (an application to religious belief of the pnnciple of pnmogemture!) and that the authonty of the bible was considered to mvolve the historical accuracy of what it recorded. It was widely held, therefore, that the Christian faith (with its Jewish antecedents) would be senously threatened if it could be shown that other faiths had existed earlier or that the scnpture records were m error about some matters of histoncal fact. When, therefore, Robert Jenkm's study of The Reasonableness and Certamty of the Christian Religion3 appeared In 1698, it included arguments to show 3 As Mark Pattison observes m a still valuable essay, this work became "the "Paley" of divinity students" m the following decades (Pattison 1861: 288) .
that the evidence of "the Religions of the Heathen" justified the conclusion that "no other Religion ever was of like Antiquity" to that "deliver'd m the Holy Scnptures of the Old and New Testament" (Jenkin 1715: I, 331) . In maintaining "the Novelty of the Religions amongst the Heathen (of whom we have any certam Account from theu Writings) m respect of the Scnptures" and hence the correlative temporal pnonty and religious supenonty of the latter, Jenkm not only deals with the chronological claims of the ancient Egyptians, the Chaldeans, and the Greeks and Romans but also with "the pretensions of the Chmeses to Antiquity" -which are said to be "equally vam" since, he argues, they are found from their records to have "understood little or nothmg of Astronomy" (Jenkm 1715: I, 332, 336-337; see I, 332-340) . Among Jenkm's other claims are that the Egyptians' knowledge of astronomy was gauned from Abraham, and that "the very best of the Heathen Gods, were but Men, whom the Scnptures mention as Worshippers of the True God, such as Noah, Joseph, Moses, &c." (Jenkm 1715: I, 340) . By such (question-begging) arguments, then, attempts were made by some traditional believers to defend both the temporal and the religious pnmacy of the faith revealed through the bible -"question-beggmg" because the "evidence" used m makmg these arguments often largely presupposed the accuracy of the biblical records being justified thereby ' I Although published m the months before the "Glonous Revolution" and so properly outside the scope of this paper, it may be noted that another example of this lcmd of treatment of the bible and non-biblical matenals us to be found m a work by Peter Allix, a pastor of the French reformed church who had fled to England after the revocation of the Edict of Nantes m 1685. In his Reflexions Upon the Books of the Holy Scripture to Establish the Truth of the Christian Religion, havmg given grounds for holding that Moses is the author of Genesis (Allix 1688 : 1, 23-33) , he presents a number of arguments to defend the Mosaic chronology agaunst objections that "Atheists" may raise against it on the basis of "what we read m the most ancient Authors concernmg the Egyptian and Chaldean History, and m the Modern ones concerning that of Chma." (Allix 1688: I, 95 ) Among vanous points that he makes m defence of the biblical record are that "Menes the first kmg of Egypt, is no other than the Ham of Moses; and there is very little difference betwixt the Chronology of the Egyptians and that of the Scnptures"; that the Chaldean claim that their ancestors had followed "the Study of Astrology for 472000 years successmely" is impossible because of "the certainty of the Flood"; and that what the Chinese say "concernmg the Thirteen Successors of the first man named Puoncuus is agreeable enough to the History of Genesis" when it is realised that "the Chinese, by a foolish Ambition of appropnatmg all to themselves, mamtam that those Thirteen Kings were all m Chma" -an agreement whose significance is then somewhat undermmed, however, when Allix goes on to remark that the Chmese themselves regard their records about the earliest times as "false and ndiculous" (Allix 1688: I, 102, 103, 110, 111; see I, 95-120) . In a later chapter Allix claims that certain biblical records can be seen to have extra-biblical warrant by their "stnct Connexion" with "the oldest Monuments which we have of Prophane History" In developmg this case he identifies, for example, the "Fable of the Phoenccian Hercules" with "the history of Joshua" and "the Story of Phaeton" with that of Elijah's chanot of fire. He cites, as well, a number of classical texts that give much the same story of historical events as the bible (Allix 1688: II, 8-9, 10; see II, 11-15) .
Others, however, appreciated that the appeal to scnpture -or to some other institutional authonty -as normative did not solve disputes about authentic faith. They accepted that reason must be the final court of appeal. Those who accept the canon of reason m matters of religious belief range from rational defenders of the full tradition of Christian faith through more or less orthodox revisionists (Locke's own Reasonableness of Christianity
[1695] is attacked by John Edwards and Stillingfleet on the grounds that it presents an interpretation of Christianity marred by "Soc1nlan" reductiomsm) to sceptical non-believers. On the one hand, arguments were put forward to show the reasonableness of believing m the revealed truths of the Christian faith as well as of assenting to the reality of God. John Tillotson, who was made Archbishop of Canterbury m 1691 on Sancroft's deposirion for refusing to make the oath of allegiance to the crown after the "Revolution", delivered sermons that enjoyed considerable populanty because of their reasonableness m expounding the Chnstian faith. Published after his death m 1694, they sold well. Their character, however, also led to him to be described by Anthony Collins, perhaps only somewhat unfairly, as the acknowledged head of "all English free-thinkers" (Collins 1713: 143) ' On the other hand, reason was used to cnticize both such arguments and the positions that they were supposed to warrant. The term "deist" came to be attached to those who were the more severe among such cntics. The designation, however, is vague. While it is generally used pejoratively, its descriptive content, like the current use of the word "radical", depends on who is using it. It typically connotes those whom the user considers to be too restncted m what they believe as a result of their understanding of the demands of reason rather than the adherents of a specifiable set of doctnnes.
Dunng the last decade of the seventeenth century, among the most radical -i.e., "deist" -works to appear were The Oracles of Reason (1693) and John Toland's Christianity not Mysterious (1696). The former includes pieces by Charles Gildon and others but is mostly the work of Charles Blount, a plagianst. It was repnnted m the posthumous Miscellaneous Works of Charles Blount, Esq. (1695) . The collection contains some sceptical remarks about certain traditional Chnstian beliefs. The latter caused considerable indignation. The Insh Parliament ordered it to be burnt. Toland's argument m it is basically that nothing can be believed which is not intelligible. As he puts it, a person could not "justly value himself upon being wiser than his Neighbours" if he had "infallible Assurance" of the existence of "something call'd Blictri" but at the same time "knew not what this Blictri was". On this basis he suggests that just as people cannot be blamed for not believing "m him of whom they had not heard', so they should not be "condemn'd for not believmg" what they cannot "understand" (Toland 1702: 119-120) . Unfortunately for Toland this pnnciple was held by many to be unacceptable since they considered it to challenge the credibility of vanous Chnstian "mystenes" such as that of the doctnne of the Tnmty In 1698 Toland's Life of Milton created further excitement by appeanng to cast doubt on the authenticity of works m the New Testament (see Toland 1761. 77). Toland defended himself, however, the next year, m Amyntor-Or, A Defence of Milton's Life on the grounds that his remarks referred to apocryphal wntings (see Toland 1761. 163-165) .
References to other religions m arguments about authentic belief
What is of particular mterest for the study of the history of comparative religion is the way m which some of the participants m the debates about the reasonableness of belief introduce what they know (or rather, perhaps, thmk that they know) about other religious faiths m support of their arguments about the contents and truth of authentic belief. For mstance, part of Toland's defence of the canon of reason as the final court of appeal m matters of religious belief against claims for the normative status of the Chnstian revelation (as made, for example, by John Edwards) includes the point that otherwise "a Christian Preacher" would have no way of countenng the claim of "a Siamese Talapom" (footnote: "Or Priest') that it was illegitimate to subject his beliefs to rational scrutmy since "Sommonocodom" (footnote: "The God of the Siameses") "forbad the Goodness of his Religion to be tri' d by the Light of Reason" (Toland 1702: 136) . It must never be forgotten, however, that what these authors say about other faiths is not presented for the sake of giving accurate scholarly mformation. It is presented m the context of and moulded by its significance for debates within English Christianity Their remarks are thus likely to be misunderstood and misjudged if the apologetic reason for "using" this "knowledge" is overlooked.
Charles Blount, for example, presses home his attack on pnestcraft m Great is Diana of the Ephesians (1680; repnnted m Blount 1695) by refernng to ways m which heathen pnests counterfeit miracles and mampulate religious practices for their own selfish gam. In contrast, William Turner, a vicar m Sussex, defends what he considers to be an orthodox Anglican position by confidently maintaining that while rational reflection shows it to be necessary to be religious (for "a perfect Atheist is fit for
Bedlam"), a full and impartial companson shows Chnstiamty (and m particular Chnstiamty as practised m the Church of England) to be supenor to all other religions. Unfortunately the "Vertigo, and Spmt of Giddiness" which has recently "possessed the Nation", malung people unwarrantably "unqmet and discontented", has obscured this fact. Therefore, m order to make his fellowcountrymen conscious of their good fortune, Turner presents a comparative account of religious thought and practice m The History of All Religions m the World: From Creation down to this Present Time (1695: A4, A2).
Whereas Alexander Ross' MANEEBEIA. or A View of All Religions in the World, whose sixth edition was published m 1696, basically treats each region and its religion m turn, Turner's study takes up vanous aspects of religion and very bnefly notes how each of them is treated m different faiths. For mstance, under the general heading of "Places of Divine Worship", he lists the form of such places under the subheadings of "Jewish", "Christian", "Mahometan", "Ancient Heathen", "Modem Heathen" (in which section he mentions those of "the Chingulayes m Ceylon, the Inhabitants of Guinea the Persees, the Bannyans, the Indians" and "the Mexicans" -covenng them all m thirty-six lines!) and "Diabolical" (Turner 1695: 6-11) . What Turner provides m effect are titbits of information culled from the limited resources available to him -and he says that he hopes that he will not be charged with felony for his "gross Plagiary" m citing some of them (Turner 1695 : As The following extracts illustrate the vanety of matters on which Turner illuminates his readers:
Among the Samodies, the Pnest m his Divine Service doth not Sing, but Howl, and that so long, till he become like a Mad-man, and then falls down, as if he were dead, but nseth agam, orders five Deer to be Sacrificed, and then thrusts a Sword half way into his belly, still singing or howling rather &c. (Turner 1695: 139-140 ) Circassta: They have one thing remarkable, that they never enter their Churches, till they resolve to leave off Vice; that is, till after forty years of Age; after which time they rob no more. They were amassed not only to satisfy the "inqmsitme humour of the Age" but also to show that Chnstiamty is "Exammation-proof ' (Turner 1695: A4) -i.e., that it has no need to fear the test of companson with other religions since it is clearly supenor to them all! Another example of the apologetic use of information about other religions to discredit them is given by Jenkm when he wntes that "all the Heathen Nations throughout the World offered Humane Sacnfices upon their Altars; and this not on certam emergencies, and m imminent Dangers only, but constantly, and in some places every day; but upon extraordinary Accidents, multitudes were sacnficed at once to the bloody Deities." (Jenkm 1715: I, 358) Although he illustrates this mamly by reference to classical authors, he also mentions reports about Peru and Mexico. He further mamtams that those who "introduced the Heathen Religions, were either Men of Design" who did it to bolster their own position, or "Men of Fancy and Fiction, as the Poets" Their gods were "more wicked than their Votanes" and the greatest immoralities occurred m the prescribed forms of worship. Hence, Jenkm concludes, with final references to what happens m India and Chma, the Heathen Religions cannot "be from God" smce they teach ideas and practices that are "utterly inconsistent with the Goodness and Purity of Almighty God" (Jenkin 1715: I, 361-363) . The "Heathen Philosophy" of Greece, Egypt, India and China is likewise held to be "very defective and erroneous" (1715: I, 364).
Where it does have some ment it is where it has preserved "those Pnnciples which were at first delivered by God himself to Noah, and were propagated amongst his Postenty" throughout the world m more or less corrupted forms (1715: I, 377-378). _ 3. The question of natural religion and the umversality of religion As has already been pointed out, most of the references to other faiths appear m the context of apologetic arguments concerning authentic Chnstian belief.
Among those that may be bnefly mentioned are some that are concerned with so-called "natural religion". John Tillotson, for example, contradicts Socmus' claim that God is not "naturally known to Men" He challenges his listeners to present reliable evidence that there has ever been "a City", let alone "any Nation", whose inhabitants were "professed Atheists" (Tillotson 1712: I, 404-405) . The evidence rather is that "the Principles of Natural
Religion" -the reality of God, the immortality of the soul, and a future state -are recogmzed more or less clearly among "the Heathens" through the "Natural Light" of human understanding. The effect of this recognition is "to make Men Religious, and like God" since it makes clear to them the basic rules of conduct. Furthermore, although this "natural knowledge" needs to be augmented by revealed truths, it is a necessary foundation for the acceptance of the latter. As Tillotson pomts out, people cannot consider something to have been revealed by God unless they first believe that there is a God to
give the revelation (1712: II, 433-436; see 1, 405-407; 1701. 485, 568-570) . The "Natural Notions which Mankmd have of God" also provide standards agamst which the authenticity of any supposed revelation is to be judged (Tillotson 1712: I, 436, 579) . John Hams' refutation of atheism m his Boyle Lectures m 1698 shows that he shares Tillotson's positive appraisal of the natural knowledge of God.
Citing vanous classical authors, he states that "it appears very plam, that the most ancient Wnters had a good clear Notion of God" (Bentley et al. 1739: I, 393) . Others, in companson, are less sanguine about the possibilities of natural religion. They cite evidence about other religions to pomt to what they regard as its manifest errors and inadequacies. According to their judgement this evidence shows the need for divine revelation as the basis of faith. In his Boyle Lectures for 1695-1696, for mstance, John Williams (who was appointed a chaplain to William and Mary and preferred to a prebend at Canterbury) allows that "a reasonable Mind" may naturally reach some "Knowledge of Divine Thmgs" He is more concerned, however, to emphasize that "so much is the Subject above our Reach, and so dark and mtncate are all our Reasonmgs upon it, that the sagest Philosopher, m the Conclusion, is left as unsatisfied as the meanest Peasant; and perhaps more unsatisfied with his Knowledge than the other is with his Ignorance" (Bentley et al. 1739' I, 155; but see 219). Similarly, while Williams allows that m spite of the inventions, errors, and inconsistencies m their reports, pagan authors express fragments of the truth (sometimes m garbled forms as when Adam, Eve, and Noah are referred to m stones about Saturn, Pandora and Deucalion), he asserts that the pure and complete truth is only to be found m the divinely authonzed Scnptures (1739' I, 194) . The Bible alone provides a correct account of "the Creation of the World, the Formation of Man, the Dispersion of Nations" and the order of events (see 1739' I, 190) . Where the accounts of these matters m "Pagan Wnters" disagree with what Scnpture reports, the disagreement shows that the former are m error! Samuel Bradford preached before William III m 1698. He so pleased the King that m the following year he was appomted to be a royal chaplam. In that same year he also delivered the Boyle Lectures. While m these lectures he recognizes the "Excellency and Dignity" of human nature as created by God, he finds that m practice the story of humankind has been one of mcreasmg corruption and wickedness. Apart from a few exceptions among the Jews, the history of the "generality of Men" is one of degeneration mto "the most unreasonable and unnatural Practices that can be thought of' (Bentley et al. 1739-I, 442, 446) . He is concerned, however, about the question of the saving love of God towards the majority of humankmd who have not had opportumty to respond to the Christian Gospel. In an appended sermon (which he delivered m his own church m January 1700) Bradford gives his answer. In part it is that we must recogmze that we cannot fathom "the entire Scheme of Providence" and that "the Divine Spmt" may secretly influence "the Minds of Men, m all parts of the World" ( 1739-I, 516, 522); m part that "the Efficacy of our Saviour's Undertakmg for Men, doth certamly extend much farther than the actual Knowledge of him doth" (1739' I, 520); and in part that God may accept those who repent, and m any case will judge people "with due Regard to their respective Advantages or Disadvantages" ( 1739-I, 521-523).
Other treatments of non-Chnshan faiths consider the significance of the umversality of religious belief. Francis Gastrell, for example, who was appomted to give the Boyle Lectures m 1697 at the wish of Archbishop Temson, mcludes in his arguments agamst current atheism reference to "the general Concurrence of Mankind' He claims that there has been no penod nor any nation "in which the Bemg of a God was not acknowledged by a vast Generality" of the people. From this he mfers that whatever "false Representations of the Deity" may mfect it with error, the basic belief In the reality of the divine must be recogmzed to agree with "all the Principles of our Knowledge" and hence that it is not plausible to regard it as erroneous (Bentley et al. 1739-I, 287-288) .
A similar argument is presented by Edward Stillingfleet m the unfinished revision of Origines Sacrae -a task which the author, who had been m poor health for some time, gave up m 1697 after becommg mvolved m controversy with Locke. Stillingfleet first refutes the charge that religion is "only a contrivance" which "Priests and Politicians" combine to mvent and foster ` for their own ends" (Stillingfleet 1701. 65) . Then, after holdmg that the argument for the existence of God from motion is m accord with humanity's mterest m discovenng the cause of thmgs, he examines the evidence which is supposed to show that there is no "common consent of Mankind, as to God and Providence" (Stillingfleet 1701. 73) . In this respect he considers travellers' reports about vanous parts of the world mcluding the Cape of Good Hope, Horn Island, Jesso or Yedso (which has not yet actually been discovered!), Cuba, Paraquana, and Brasil. He argues that m each case the supposed evidence is either unreliable or not significant. The general agreement of humanity is thus to be judged to m-dicate "the vanity and folly" of those who are prejudiced against religion (Stillingfleet 1701. 2 In the latest Accounts of the Country of Guiana we are told, that the Eatmg of human Flesh is the beloved Pleasure of those Savages: Two Nations of them by mutual Devounng are reduced to two Handfuls of Men. When the Gospel of our Saviour was preached to them, they received it with Gladness of Heart; they could be brought to forego Plurality of Wives, though that be the mam Impediment to the Conversion of the East-Indies.
References to other religions are thus used by him m confuting those whom he regards as libertine opponents of Christianity by showing both that many of its principles of conduct are recognized around the world and that its precepts are not impossible to obey (Bentley et al. 1739' I, 8-9) . In contrast he claums that those like "the Natives of Newfoundland and New France m America" who are "said to live without any Sense of Religion, are 4In view of Bentley's unbroken feud as Master of Tnmty College, Cambndge -to which position he was appomted by the Crown m 1700 -with the Fellows of that college, it is amusing to note that he says m this respect that "Pnde and Arrogance infallibly meet with Contempt"' known to be destitute of its Advantages and Blessmgs" They are "without any Law, or Form of Commumty; without any Literature, or Sciences, or Arts, no Towns, no fixed Habitations, no Agnculture, no Navigation."? It is, m his view, only through "the Power of Religion" that the people of the world enjoy these benefits ( 1 739. I, 10).
The treatment of Judaism
One faith that received special attention at this time was Judaism. The attacks that are made on it, however, are often somewhat confused because the authors apparently are not clear m their own minds whether they are attackmg the religion of the Old Testament (a difficult project for Chnstian theologians m any case, since the books of the Old Testament form part of their canomcal Scnptures, supposedly divinely authorized), or the Jews of Jesus' day for their rejection of him as the Chnst, or contemporary Jews. In addition many of the apologetic arguments concerning the need for and the authenticity of the Chnstian revelation which are ostensibly directed agamst the Jews are in reality pnmarily aimed at current doubters and critics (of the "deistic" tendency) of that revelation who were currently to be found within
Christianity
In 1689 On the grounds that Jesus performed greater miracles and made more impressively fulfilled prophecies than Moses, he argues that it is mconsis-5 They are, however, not properly to be classed as "atheists" since they have never considered the question of the existence of God: "they no more deny the Existence of a Deity, than they deny the Antipodes, the Copemtcan System, or the Satellites Jovis; about which they have no Notion or Conception at all" (Bentley et al. 1739: I, 10). tent of the Jews to believe Moses to be "a true Prophet" while refusmg to acknowledge Jesus "to be the Messias" He further argues that while the traditions about Moses are credible, the reports about Jesus are more reliable, and that there is "as much Reason", if not more, for Jews to "receme the four Gospels, as the five Books of Moses" (Bentley et al. 1739' I, 92, 100-101) . In developmg the last of these arguments Kidder replies at length to what he holds to be Jewish objections to the credibility of the Gospels. As a result of these considerations he confidently maintains that the Jews ought, if they thmk m an unprejudiced and rational way about the matter, to see that they must accept the truth of the Chnstian faith. Accordingly he calls on Chnstians to pray that God will graciously "remove the Veil that is upon their Hearts, and bnng" the Jews "to the Knowledge of the Truth" (1739' I, 116). In his Boyle Lectures, The Truth and Excellence of the Christian Religion Asserted: against Jews, Infidels and Hereticks, particularly m the first senes delivered m 1701, Stanhope argues, like Kidder, that when the same kinds of argument are applied to each, the Chnstian faith is clearly seen to be supenor to the Jewish. He mamtams, for example, that since the grounds for regardmg the revelation contained m the Old Testament as divine, namely attendant muacles and prophecies, are found "upon a fair companson" to be mfenor to those warranting that given m the New Testament, "there appears no Reason, why They who receive the Jewish should, upon their own Principles, reject the Christian Revelation" (Bentley et al. 1739: I, 656-657). Among the other arguments that are presented are that Jesus did not destroy the Law but exalted it by teaching "a more perfect Rule of Virtue"; that the "Spmtual and Inward Worship" found in Chnstiamty is "more acceptable to God" than the "outward and Ceremomal" forms of the Jews; that "the Mosaick Institution" of "Sacnfices and Punfications" was msufficient to secure "the Justification of Sinners"; and that God had mdicated to the Jews that "the Ceremonial Law was an occasional Institution" which would eventually cease;6 and that examination vindicates the Chnstian interpretation of the Messiamc prophecies and their application to Jesus (Bentley et al. 1739' I, 671, 687, 689; see 727) .
Whatever the effect of his arguments on the Jews might be, Stanhope urges Chnstians to pay attention to them so that they may come "to learn the true Grounds, to form a nght Notion, to discover the charming Beauties, and to make a just Estimate, of our most Blessed Religion" (1739' I, 735). This mdeed was probably the intention behind the presentation of many arguments of this lcmd. References to other religions, and m particular to Judaism and Islam, were ways of arousmg mterest m arguments for the Chnstian revelation m opposition to the doubts raised about it by the rationally radical ("deist") tendency in contemporary theological understanding. There was, however, also considerable prejudice against the Jews as such. Tillotson, for example, m a Fast-Sermon preached before the Lord-Mayor of London in 1690, accuses the Jews of completing "the Measure of their Sins" by crucifymg Jesus. Hence they are held to suffer "the Judgment of God" on their evil. This is not simply through what the Romans did to them (for the Romans are said to have been "too good and gentle" to inflict on them what they deserved!) but through the "cruelty and inhumanity" of the degenerate state to which they have sunk (Tillotson 1701. 437, 440-441) . In another sermon Tillotson describes the Jews as "the great Patterns of Infidelity" and accuses them of 6 See Peter Allix's interpretation of the fate of the Jews by the analogy of "the pulling down of the Scaffolds which were only set up to build a Palace" as "an mfallible sign that the Building is fimshed" Allix argues that "total defacing of the Model, which God had formed m the Law", for the recognition of the Messiah "is an unanswerable proof that he is already come" Havmg, in support of this argument, pointed out that the Jews are now banished from Palestine, are "wholly deprived" of temporal power, and have no Temple, no determinable "Genealogies" and "no more lawful pnests", he concludes that it cannot "be supposed that God should be true m his Oracles (as we must acknowledge him to be)" except by holding that "the term of the Messiah's s coming is past" (Allix 1688: II, 312-315) . Jenkm similarly argues m one of the "Discourses" appended to The Reasonableness and Certainty of the Christian Religion that m the commg of Chnst as the Messiah the Jewish Law had been fulfilled and so, as the prophets had foretold, had come to an end. That the Law has come to an end is held by him to be proved not only by the ways m which the life of Chnst satisfied the prophecies about the Messiah but also by the destruction of the Temple and the city of Jerusalem, by the dispersion of the Jewish people, and by the fact that the Law has "become impracticable, and impossible to be observ'd" (Jenlan 1715: II, 316; see 300-323).
(1) Monstrous Partiality, m denying that which had greater Evidence than other matters which they did believe. (2) Unreasonable and groundless Prejudice. Even though any Jews who happened to be confronted with it might not be persuaded of its accuracy, it might help supposed Christians to recogmze "the unreasonableness of infidelity" and thus to live by the "light which God hath afforded us" both by "natural Religion" and by "the revelation of the Gospel" (Tillotson 1712 : II, 607).
The treatment of Islam
The other faith to receive particular attention at this time was Islam. Tillotson, for example, makes some passing references to Muhammad. In one sermon, as part of a discussion of the title "the Word" as applied to Jesus, he points out that he is so called "By Mahomet In his Alchoran" while In another he states that Muhammad seems to have taken his notion of "a sensual Paradise" and other ideas from "Jewish traditions" (Tillotson 1701: 509, 253) .
A number of those who discuss Islam do so while looking over their shoulders at mternal debates within Christianity In particular conviction by supposed association and the charge of bemg crypto-Muslims was not uncommon m the debates about real and alleged Socmanism at this time. Jonathan Edwards, for mstance, m A Preservative Against Socinzanzsm, suggests that for some the adoption of Socman notions threatens to be a stage on the way to Islam. He mentions the story of certain Socmians who (dunng the reign of Charles II) had written to "Ben Hamet, the late Embassador here from the Emperor of Fez" to propose that "a good correspondence might be settled, and a close League enter'd into, between the English Umtanans, and the Orthodox Churches of Algiers and Morocco." Accordingly he holds that if Umtanan ideas are not checked, some may "in good time be disposed, to exchange the Bible for the Alcoran" (Jonathan Edwards 1694: 130 Elsewhere standard themes m Christian anti-Muslim apologetics are rehearsed. Tillotson, for mstance, repeats the charge that whereas Christianity was propagated by the power of its truth, "the Religion of Mahomet" was "planted by force" and is maintained by "violence" (Tillotson 1712: I, 148; see II, 501) . In two other sermons he denounces reports about Muhammad's s miracles. According to one of them, Jesus "did all his Miracles publickly" but "Mahomet's Miracles were wrought by himself alone, without witness" Tillotson adds the comment that this was "the best way" for someone who could not work miracles. but "could perswade the People what he pleased" (Tillotson 1712: II, 538 ). In the other he describes Muhammad's alleged miracles. as either grossly absurd and ndiculous, as that of part of the Moon coming down into his Sleeve, and his remanding it to its place agam; or else destitute of all proof and witness, as that of his Pigeon whispenng to him in the Ear; which if it had been intended for a Miracle, the Pigeon should not have whispered, but have spoken out, that others might have heard it.
Tillotson is, however, aware that Muhammad himself did not claim miracles as a divine testimony to his mission and mterprets this as showing that Muhammad was "conscious" of "his own defect" m this respect (Tillotson 1712: II, 501) .
Jenkmn similarly seeks to support his confidence that proper "Consideration of the Grounds and Reasons" of the Christian religion shows its supenonty to all other faiths (Jenkin 1715: xxxvii) by attacking Islam on vanous counts.
Among the charges that he levies are that Islam is novel "in respect both of the Old and New Testament", has spread only by "the Power of the Sword" m spite of "all its sensual Allurement", bans "all Disputation and Discourse about Religion" and makes it a capital offence "to contradict the Alcoran",? 7
and is not authenticated by prophecies and miracles (Jenkin 1715 : I, 389, 390; see I, 389-392) . The Qur'an is accused of bemg false ("as when it makes the Virgm Mary Sister to Aaron" and "asserts that Chnst was not crucified"), absurd and ndiculous (as m the stones "of Solomon's Army, composed of Men, Devils and Birds" and of "Solomon's Discourse with the Bird call'd the Whoop"), impious and immoral (as m permitting Muslims to have many wives and to take the wives of their slaves, and m commanding the extirpation of mfidels), and not now to be the text first wntten by the Prophet (Jenkin 1715: I, 393; see I, 394) . Finally Muhammad himself is cnticized both for bemg "lustful, proud, fierce, and cruel" and for "blasphemously" mtroducmg God as "speaking to him" to justify these characteristic (Jenkm 1715: I, 397; see I, 397-399). Jenkm's arguments repeat what had long been standard charges m Chnstian apologetics agamst Islam. Furthermore, while Jenkm acknowledges that "some learned Men" have recently suspected that Chnstians m earlier times have misrepresented Islam m their attacks on it, he suggests that "any impartial and judicious Man" would recogmze that it is more likely that some Muslims once did believe and practice what they were charged with (even if they have now given it up) than that the Chnstians who were . ' Where, however, disputes about religion are permitted, as m Persia, Jenkm claims that the reading of the bible "has been the means of bnngmg over many Persons of great Note to the Christian Faith" (Jenkm 1715: I, 391). seekmg to convert them had objected to "imagmary and feigned Absurdities, when there are visibly so many real ones, even m the Alcoran it self' (Jenkm 1715: I, 394-39S).8 He thus concludes that "there is nothmg" m Islam which may lead one "to believe it to be of Divine Revelation" Those who want to know more about "this vile Imposture" are finally referred by him to the study "lately publish'd by the Learned Dr. Prideaux" In Having provided a tendentious account of Muhammad, Pndeaux turns to the "Deists" Listing seven charactenstlcs of "Imposture", he argues that all belong to "Mahometamsm and that none of them can be charged upon Christianity" (Pndeaux 1716: 144) . He thus concludes by hopmg that what he has said will have shown that "our Holy Chnstian Religion cannot be such an Imposture, as you [the "deists" whom he is addressing] would have it to be, but really is that Sacred Truth of God, which you are all bound to believe." (1716: 246) For Pndeaux, then, companson of Chnstiamty with "all the other Religions that are III the World" shows it to be "vastly above them all, the worthiest of God for him to give unto us, and the worthiest of us to observe" (1716: 258).
To conclude this bnef survey, however, it should be noted that not every description of Islam published at this time sought to present it m a bad light and that not everyone was convinced of the manifest supenonty of Chnstianity, at least as it was practised by many who claimed to be Chnstians. Hyde's "Preface" to the treatise is interestingly ambivalent. On the one hand, he points out that since Bobovius' is a Muslim he is able to give an accurate description of "the Rites of the Turks", mcluding the pilgnmage to Mecca, and that Muslims both "worship the true God" and m many cases are "shming Examples for Alms, Justice, and other Moral and Theological Virtues" On the other hand, Hyde expresses typical Christian hostility to Muslims when he suggests that this treatise reveals "their Folly so freely, and gives us Chnstians Occasion to laugh at their plainly ndiculous and superstitious" ceremomes which have been "invented by cunning rogues to seduce and sooth the Minds of the wild Arabians by a vam shew of Religion" (Bobovius 1712: 106-108) . His footnotes to the text, however, are non-tendentiously expository and one corrects at some length Chnstian misrepresentations of Muslim mews of Paradise (see Bobovius' 1712: 142 n. "d") .
Bobovius'' treatise is a straightforwardly informative description of Muslim practice of prayer, of their different kinds of magistrate, of their religious functionanes, of what happens on the pilgnmage to Mecca, of the ceremonies used on visiting the sick and the dying, of funeral ntes, and of the nte of circumcision. Finally, somewhat incongruously, there are three paragraphlong chapters giving the titles of the Cham of the Cnmean Tartars, of the Emperor of the Turks, and of the Grand Vizier (Bobovius 1712: 109-150) . The text emphasises the importance attached to the practice of prayer m the Muslim commumty, the senous behaviour required of pilgnms to Mecca, the significance attached to visiting the sick, and the character of their beliefs about post-mortem judgement (see Bobovius 1712: 120, 127-129, 136-137, 139-145) . Bobovius' descnption of Muslim faith and practice hardly justifies the negative elements m Hyde's prefatory comments -but perhaps they were expected smce Hyde was Archdeacon of Gloucester and an Oxford D. D.! Joseph Pitts discovered that there are good things to be said about Islamthough it was m several ways a pamful discovery Havmg sailed from England m 1678 as an apprentice on a merchant ship, he was captured by Algenne pirates captained by "a Dutch Renegado" and was sold as a slave. In 1680 he was bought by a "Patroon" who refused a ransom offered by the English consul and who, having failed to persuade Pitts by arguments and entreaties to become a Muslim, cudgelled him into conversion, seeing it as a mentonous act. Shortly after this Pitts went with his master on pilgnmage to Mecca. Eventually, after bemg sold to a third master with whom he "wanted nothmg", he escaped through the aid of the English consul at Smyrna and returned to the Sick, &c. together with the preface and notes by Thomas Hyde, was included In the Four Treatises Concerning the Doctrine, Discipline and Worship of the Mahometans. It is from this translation that the quotations are given.
England m 1694. He had discovered much more about Islam than he had presumably ever desired and at very undesirable cost! When, however, he came to publish his Fazthful Account of the Religion and Manners of the Mahometans m 1704, it is clear that he came away with considerable respect for the reverence and "Zeal of those poor blind Mahometans" m observing the rules of their faith (Pitts 1738: xi; see 118, 156) . He admits that he was tempted to "continue a Mussulman" (Pitts 1738: 238) and, in spite of some cntical remarks, the underlymg tone of his comprehensive survey of Muslim beliefs and practices is broadly sympathetic. In the course of his account he provides one of the very few firsthand reports by non-Muslims (for Pitts regards his conversion as a forced aberration and notes that "several Ministers" judged it not to be "the unpardonable Sin" [Pitts 1738: 204] ) of what happens and what is to be seen on a pilgnmage to Mecca and Medina. He also takes vanous opportumties to correct Chnstian propaganda about Islam, pointing out that m his case "I speak what I know, and have been an Eyewitness of." (Pitts 1738: 156) He demes, for example, reports that Muhammad's coffin is suspended in the air by means of a loadstone, that converts must throw a dart at a picture of Chnst, and that "the Vulgar are not permitted to read the ALCORAN, but (as the poor Romanists)" must depend upon what they are taught by the pnests (Pitts 1738: 157, 199, 147) . Perhaps most surpnsmgly of all to his readers, he denies that Christian captives are usually tortured mto becoming Muslims: m this respect it was his bad luck to be "so unmercifully dealt with" (Pitts 1738: 181) .
In his "Preface" Pitts notes the view that it was because of their "Heresies, and blasphemous Errors" that God was provoked "to deliver the Eastern Churches over to the cursed Mahomet" He trusts that professmg Chnstians will take warning and conform their belief and practice to the Gospel (Pitts 1738: xii) . It is a hope which typically motivates the treatment of other religions at this time, whether they ongmate m the expenences of a sailor, the studies of a scholar, or the learmng of an archbishop.
6. Motive, matenals and method for the study of religion For modem scholarly study of religions and even of the history of the study of religions, the lcmd of matenal about other faiths that is to be found m these wntmgs of the reign of William and Mary may properly be seen to tell us much more about the mternal debates over faith and reason m Christianity and about the ignorance and prejudice of those who used this matenal than about what was actually believed and practised m other faiths. Bobovius' treatise and Pitts' story are the rare exceptions of works by authors who could claim to know from their own expenence what is being described. Nevertheless, it is out of this somewhat unpromismg stable that the supposed thoroughbreds of the modem study of religions eventually emerged.
In his study of the history of comparative religion Enc Sharpe suggests that the existence of the subject depends "at its simplest" on the satisfaction of "three elementary conditions"-there must be a motive for the study, matenals to it carry out, and an acceptable method by which to organize the matenal (Sharpe 1975: 2) . How were these three conditions met by the discussions of other religions that have been referred to m this paper ?
In the first place the principal motive that lies behind most, though not all, of the discussions of other religions m the reign of William and Mary is a desire to contribute to internal debates within Bntam about the proper content and truth of Chnstian belief and practice. Although, that is, there are a few attempts simply to give supposedly objective information to satisfy curiosity (see the works of Bobovius and Pitts), the great majority of discussions use (and not infrequently abuse) references to other religions to augment arguments about the reasonableness of some form of Chnstian belief, about the status of claims to revelation, and about the erroneousness of certam notions and practices. While, then, there was a motive, it is not one of presentmg phenomenologically neutral information. However, before we are tempted to wnte off what may be alleged to be "theological" (mis)use of the study of other religions and assert the supenonty of a contemporary "scientific" approach, perhaps two questions ought to be pondered. First, are we so sure that the contemporary "non-theological" approach is better able to understand what is going on m other faiths9 At least our prejudiced forebears did take religious faith senously and so approached the confessions and practices of other religions as issues concerned with matters of fundamental importance to human welfare. In spite of their dogmatic prejudices, they did not treat the matters they discussed as matters of merely antiquanan and cross-cultural cunosity Secondly, are we so clear that the modem approach is decisively more value-free than the studies which have been discussed? The modem desire to be "objective" -and what often seems to go with this, namely, an abhorrence of confessional commitment -may sometimes conceal an unacknowledged (and so more dangerous) seculanst prejudice. At least m the use and abuse of other religions m the time of William and Mary the bias is generally clear and so may be compensated for, however deep the prejudicing distortions may be.
In the second place, there clearly were matenals available for work m comparative religion at this time even though they were somewhat limited and mainly concerned the Judaeo-Chnstian-Islamic family of faiths. The treatment of other religions m the reign of William and Mary indicates, however, that there were no major developments m the discovery and use of sources at this time. The great opening up of texts from and information about the Indian sub-continent m particular was not to come for several decades. Nevertheless, while the debates still largely refer to evidence culled from classical texts, there was a steady, if not yet very large, continuing introduction of new matenals gathered by travellers to foreign parts (including a certam methodological awareness of the somewhat arbitrary selectivity of such evidencesee Jenkm 1715: I, 396-397) as well as a growmg corpus of understanding ansmg from scholarly investigations into collections of onental texts such as those to be found in the Bodleian Library at Oxford. Pndeaux, for instance, as has been mentioned, discusses over thirty "Arabic Authors" m his "Account of the Authors quoted m this Book" that is appended to his True Nature of Imposture Fully Display'd (see Pndeaux 1716: 259-274) . When the distinguished onentalist Edward Pococke died in 1691, he was followed m his Chair at Oxford by Thomas Hyde, while a few years later Simon Ockley became a student at Cambndge and embarked on his studies of oriental languages and texts. As for the third condition for the study of comparative religion mentioned by Sharpe, that of an acceptable method, the discussions of other religions m the reign of William and Mary may well be considered to offer perhaps a cautionary note to the comments made under motive rather than a guide to safe practice. Most of the descriptions and evaluations are not only made from the standpomt of a fundamental commitment to the supenonty of some form of Chnstian belief (or of current rational cnticism of it) but also use the structure of contemporary arguments about Chnstian self-understanding as the hermeneutical model for interpreting other religions. The result is that beliefs and practices tend to be apprehended and judged as acceptable or not according to whether or not they agree with what is considered to be true Chnstian belief. While, however, this approach can lead to major distortions m the prehension of what is supposedly bemg understood, it at least has the ment of not pretending to be able to produce a supra-cultural, value-free phenomenological treatment. In pnnciple it takes religious faith senously and the differences between faiths as important and then seeks to determine what ought to be held and done. Perhaps m these days of dialogue between believers more light will be shone on what is believed and practised by adherents of apparently mutually cntical faiths by allowmg the adherents of each to reflect on and be corrected by the adherents of the others than by the adoption of a supposedly neutral approach to faiths that fails to appreciate the fundamental commitments of their followers! These are much debated questions m the study of the method and theory of the study of religion. Behind the above comments from the perspective of someone whose pnme mterests are m the history of thought and philosophical theology lies the conviction that we must seek objectivity as a regulative ideal while recogmzmg m practice that we can never escape the anthropolog-ical conditioning of our human nature m general and our particular cultural setting m particular. The question that then should trouble us is, What will be the ignorance and prejudice that a commentator three hundred years from now will detect m our comments on other faiths -and on our own? The comfort of agmg is that we will not be around to discover! The value of considenng what our predecessors did -and, m the case of this article, those who discussed other religions m the reign of William and Mary -is that their differences from us help to highlight conditioning factors that may influence understanding and thereby help us to appreciate what may be happemng when we think we understand. And if this is not a sufficient justification for studymg this matenal, there is the fundamental one that the matenal is interesting and often fascmatmg.
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